
Signature

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

(5) Many Christian broC1dcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by sUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence Whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religiou~ broadcaste~, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights :(J~ir time. -~r~po~efl pUbllcal1:~s r~~~r~Ij1')~l)ll~"Y.0u!~:~_s~->:';';~Y;~kJJ!r~~. ~~W~~ ~r:o~9~s~eif. _- ~
consolent,ously objects -to fbe ~essalle. ,],:liie'Fm\,t j}mendmemrt'0fblds-,ffiI!'05:ltl€l!t: of m'dssag'e Behvery .
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency "- and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a tWo-tiered renewal system in whioh certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amol,lnt to coercion of
religious broadcasters.' Those who stay true to their conscienoes ii1nd present only the messages they
correspond to .their beliefs COllld face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

Title (if any)

Name

Organization ~if any)
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- t,-//'J" Gomtr,letJ,t~.i.n'·~es~ot1s.eto rioc;al'iS1!irt N0~~ei¥~t((P.»~~_1:I1 Rulemaking MAR 18?008
MB Docket'No.04-233. t.

I submit the following comments in response 10 the Localism Notice of propos~gge~~Mgl116~m
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB DCJCket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of.
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.
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HAR 182008 '
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUle'J-aal)9 (tl'!e

"NPRM"), r~leased Jan. 24,2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. l; Ma.iI Room.
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight 'budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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FCC Mail Room
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted. would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not rorce radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their v,alues. The. NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
value~ could face ill,creased h~r;as~ment, c~~pi~lfitt s~~ ev~~ loss of Ii~ense for ch.oosing to f?lIow their own
conSCiences, rather than allowlog Incompatib!r viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including me FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mu~st present.

(~) The FCC must nottum ev~ry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to ~ir time. Jffrop'e's~'g' pl!Itllic'~~ss re!il~llIireinent$ would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
consci~mtiQusly objects tet.the m~ssage. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any·r~ligion.

(3) The Fq.C must not.f;~r~ r~Melatjp-n of specific editorial decision-making information. The choiG~

of programming, e,~~.ej~IlY·· reli~u~, pt.pgrsrQfning, is nat prQPe.rly diel:ated..by any government agency - ama'"'
pfoposals to force reportiAg on such things as who produced what 'programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choiees.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
.aotomatiballY barte.d, fr.om.r.outil'le r~newaLapplieatien processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
reYi~w of c~,rtain c'-a~se$of appli~r:Jts fpfY the Ce.oomissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
reH~leus',I1)!;oa~q~~~~rs~. 1ih()s~ W.~~Q:s~,trc~e}(:) th~r conscieD~~and p~esent only the messa~es they
c!1l~r.~~P~I).q~,~o',th.e(r aehefs;coUldifage r~ng(e1Cpen$IVe and potentially rUInous renewal proceedIngs.
_r _• 'J ". r

-" . . - _. _..- .... - ~ . ~ ..- -
(5) Many Christian .bro~dcaste,rs operate on tigN,bu~gets, as do many smaller market secular
station~. Keeping the' eJestr:icity!flowing is often a challerig"e:, Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze nic::heland smaller ma~~t':broa,dcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
sta~'pr~s~nce)/~hellever.a: statil ~ on; the aj(~ aOl;I, ~b) lly fUnher restricting r:nain stu~io ~ocation choices.
(Ral~!r:lg,CP$ts wlth'tli1e~_e,prepos~!s.wodldforc.e servIce cutbacks - and curtailed servIce IS contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not t9 adopt rules, pr?cedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following qomments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng (the

"NPRM
n
), released Jan. 24.200e, \nMBD6ck~~ No. 04-233. _ ,__ '~_ Fg,gMail ; '_,",V1l ~ . ~_ ~ ~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, ifenacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must npt force radio stations, ,especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from '
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'$',proposed"advlsory board, proposals would Impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resIst advIce from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape theIr programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, Including the FCC, from dictating What viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic acce$s requlr~mehts would do so - even ifareligious broadcaster
conScientiously objects to the message. Th~ First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) the FCC must'not'force'revelation of'speciflc edltofial decision-making 'lhformafion. -Ihe'ChoiC'e": ---, ',~~:

of programming, e&pecially religious programming, is not proper1y dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on sUch things as who prodUced what programs would IntrUde on
constitutionallv-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barr~ from routine renewal application proceSSing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain elsSsEJs of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those Who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face 1011g, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on ,~ght budgets, as do many smaller market secular '
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing Is often a challenge. 'Yet" the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, bY,$ubstahflallv raISing costs In two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence,.whehsvel' a SUitfoi1/s on the aIr and, ,(b) by. turtheN"estrictlng main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposal~ would force $l3tvice cutbacks - and curtailed service Is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

--------- ~..:.------
__~ ~-__Qate
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J submit the following \c::omm~nts in Iie.sponse to the Localism Notice of proPP(g~PlJemr~il'l,g{the

"NPRM"), released J.an. 24,2~,li)8,in 'MB Dt'Q.Gket;t\J.Q. 04.233. IQ . 1"" \. '

.A1'JY;:fjJeW~FG~ ;fit//e.s,p,{:)J;c;e~ or pro~~,~~~'must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
pmposals d,Sol:Jssed Ih the NFlRM. If enacted. wOI!dd do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
pesple-wha..do..noLsbare their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory boarg proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadca~ters W~l) re;;l$t aavlq~ :fri;ml fhbpe'Who-clon~t share their ' "
values could face increased h'1lrassment, c~p:lpli:lii:lts';Qr\\'d -everi,ll:>ss,oflicelilse fbi1"clito~siIil9i:tO' fellow.tlileir own
consciences, Irather itl;)alil alle,«iljlg in~~Iil'1\ll,!ati![le, Viewpoints to shflp,e. their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, irtSJtll\Unlhhe FCC, from dictating What viewpoints a broadcaster,
particUlarly a religiol:Js-broadcaster, must pfiesent.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
consci.entiou~IY ..o~jects.to.the message. The First,Amendment forbids imposition.of "",e~sage delivery
mand~tes an anY{~J!~ian. .

(3) Tne FCC ,m.ust notl~rce ,r.evelation of §pecific editorial cl~cision-making information. The choice
of.p~ograrnmiDg, ~speCially:~~ousl'R);P9t8P')mingl is nst properly,(jfataJed by any gov,ernm~nt agency - and
·:I=l:~e.PC!):sals~teJf0ree r :9 oJ1"~Ii!Ch;~"'9's"as who produce.9 whafprograms would intrude on
climstituti,oI1Slly_ ,. ~d, edit9~ial ,~h'bICe~.," . '" .

(4) The FCC must not establish a wo-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
allltomatical!¥ ,b,\,!ed.from,routlJil.e~lielil;.~vval applicatien processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of celita~.r~lasses ,0f:a~~licalilts~P¥trlecommissionersthemselves would amount to coercion of
religious broacjeasters. Thosewho stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond td'their beliefs could face long, expemsi~ecal\lc:lllPotentially ruinol:Js renewal proceedings.

{5L._, ~l!YChristil;tn broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity f10wifilg is often a Challenge. Yet,'the COmmiSSIon proposeslo'iurther - - "
squee~e niche and smaller ma;rtkl;lt blieadea:$telis.ot~y; stlbstamtially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staffpieseflC8 whenever a stay/;.m is en the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Rai~lng costs with these proposals would fOlice service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
p':lalic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakjog..abe,. n •

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. rvl.i lVIall ROOI-:l

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted~ would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio statioDs, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NP~M's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Reli~ious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
value~ could fa:se increased h~ra:~sr:melii!, c~r:rt~I~ir.i\S(~~d even los~ of Ii.cense for ch.oosing to f?lIow their own
cOnSCleJ'ilCeS, rather than allowll1~rmcortlJi>atlble Vlewpollilts to shape theIr programming. The First
Ameljl'dment pr~hit>itS!;l~V..EilPillj):'lei\(ti ,i/ilcll!l~jn!1l' tffl~ -F'€i~, from dictatiAg what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religiol!ls lbrdal:lcas~~frJ muSf,pres~At.

(2) The FCC must not t\ilrnevePj radi9 statiO,n into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. PropGsed publib access reqlUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster

--cen&ciel7ltio~sl,WJPRj_y..~t~,I\l~~ ...s~g~T-hrr::irs~:rn~e.mdmeIi!:Ml:)r~i~riml'l(;)sition-ef-message-delivePJ-
mandates an aAy reJ!Qlan. ,. 'If"<'" \i.l , _,:-J', J .

(3) The FCC must not force re\7elatioifFof SI!l:l;lcific-editmrial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, ~s~l;letl;lIly:religiql!ls .pFQQl7amliiJi!J9, ,isinot properly dictated by any government agency - and
prorilJj)sals';tbj~ee I, 'rn,~~9i'i1 SitMl.it ,as~lij~.~l~i!JG.ed &\Itij~t;r:>r\Ograms would intrUde on
constituti()naIlY.iipr()te~c eClitorial cf.io . s. .

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred fror:n..routin~ renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applirilarits by the G.emmissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadeasters. Those W~0 stay..true te,their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing-is often a challengg. : Y~tjhe .Q~r:nmi.~~io.np.!p.Pp~~s to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising.costs with..these prop-osals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest. : . _....._..... _.. ...._.. _ _ ..
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemal1t\B (t1JES 2008
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

FCC M&:.. I

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. TheNPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadeast~rs who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

.particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) . The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even If a religious broadcaster
conscientiously .objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious prqgramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on sych things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

.(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal applicatlci)n ·~170cesshig. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissl!1'ners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. -+f:lq~e w.J:)o·stay...true to th€!lir consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs' ~cbuld face long, expensive and potentialiy ruinous renewal proceedings.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedur.es or policies discussed above.

Address

2140 21 st Rd

(5) Mal1Y Christian broac;tcasters Qperate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the elect~icity f1bwing~is ofteft1'~a 'challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sCllueeze niche and smaller market broa'dcaster$, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a statioll is on the air andl·(b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Rais.in~ co~ts w~h tl'ua:se}p(9)osaJp would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public Interest.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakih'gC(t!1ie
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04~233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopt~d.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
, people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such

unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license ,for choosing to follow their own

, consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choiGes.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of1applicants by thei-Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religieus broadca~ters .. T~e~rstaftru~ ~~Ahe!r conscielilce~'and p!esent,only the messa~es they
correspond to t1:1elr belJefs~~lil1d~ace ,lSAg, e~p~n$lve and potentially rUinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Cf:1ristian broali/casters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. KeeplRg the electricity flowing ,is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze nichei~nd smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staJtp,resence whe,\ever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Rajsing casts with these proposals woUld force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
PUblic interest.

We uJg~ title FCC not to ad9pt rl:lles, pr~eedures or policies discussed above.

_3/9/08 _
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_Sarah Stange, _

Name

"fitle' '(ifany)

2140 21 st Rd Sterling KS 67579

Address

~6.20).278"2800__...,;a_~~~_~
Phone



------ --------------,

!~~ 

-'£' '
• ~ln~QIl,l!$eto.lio"1181l1NotiGt,1fl'ro~~ng

MB'Bb'cketNo.'04':233

ReceNed &\osp,e'

MAR 18 Z003
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Noticeof~Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC M",il Ro{

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violEite .First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - aM rrtU!lt not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not.force radio stations, especially religiGus broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advis6ryboard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advic-e frGm those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rigl1ts to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously <:>bjects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatioally barred from routine. rreneY{al applioation processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applieants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those w~o stay~true te;their consciences--and present only the messages they
:cortespond to their beliefs could'~ce long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Address

_3/9/08
Date

Signature

_Caroline Stange, _

Name

(5) MaRy Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keepil!lg the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sql;leeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff~ese_nce whenever a statioR is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
IFU(i~i~9, casts With these proposals would forqe service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pu~liQ interest. .. ".~ 20 21
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2140 21 st Rd Sterling KS 67579" f!J) ~'.

Sl-uJenf
(620) 278-2800 _
Phone
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of propos~<56ehta~'ing·(the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. \'"

Any new FCC rules, polieies or procedur:es must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
,proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted, would do so - and mustnot be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force ra~io stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their vall:les. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, cOl1i)plaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather thanallowing·incompatible viewpoints to 'shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits governmen~; including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Propose'a pl:lbllc acceSs requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
cGliIseientieusly objeets to Ute message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

2140 21st Rd

_3/9/08 -e:-:...-...J

Date

Address
_Lydia Stange,__."..- --

Name

Signature

(3) The FCC must not fQrce revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programmingl especially religisl!ls programming, is not p.roperly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on sueh things -as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorialot:loioes.

(4) The FCC must not e~tablisf:l a twe-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from reutine~fteRew~1 ap~lication processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certaitu~Ia.$$.es of applicants bY t,heOommissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religiQus broadca~ters:1t:rc5S'e~W~Gstay~true to lIie~r CO,nsciences:and p!esent only ,the messa~es they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially rUinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broaqcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keepirng tht:! electricIty flowing is otten a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze I)iche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff p.resence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
iRa,ising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
ptlblic interest.

We u~ge the FCC not to adopt rUles, prooedures or policies discussed above.

,1:itl~:1(dfany)

(620) 278,.2800 _
Phone

,. it', ' .: > , t ~
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC M;Jil [100m

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such

,unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadoasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine, renewal application processing. The praposed 'mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of appli~nts by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to_ tJieir consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face 10IJg, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters op~rate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity floWing is oftE!n adt:tallenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squ.eeze niche and smaller market ~roadcast~ts, by SUbstantially, raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presenoe whenever a:stationis on ,the ,alr;-~nd, (b).byJu.rtn~l"restrioting main studio location choices.
Rai~ing oosts with these preposals would ferce; se~ice cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pl:ilJ.lie'intsrest.

We 'urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

~~'. ,ature

_Suzanne Starnge'-- _

Name

2140 21 st Rd

Address

(620) 278-28001_~~..BEiQ§j~~...1S:L
Phone
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking tt)\~ 782008
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A nJ:~~Jfl.... i I I"" , ... ;

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine ~enewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
revi~w of certaiQ classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
reli~ious broadeasters. Thuse'wliJo stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
publio interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.

~~
Signature

_Elizabeth Stange _

Name

Title (if any)

3/9108, _

Date

Address

(620) 278-2800 _
Phone
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed FttA£,al41t§(J8lP
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB DO~ket No. 04-233. FCC kl,-,:: j: .

'.-, AlJy"new FCC Iil:lle~,.polid,ies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A numner of'
.pre.pssais discQssed:.in itlfi~'NPRMI if emacted" would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1.) The FCC ml;l$!:.pot f0~ce raliip st~tions, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share 'ftfeir va'fues. llf.ie NI\?~MlsJlroposed ad~isory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broal!lcg$!~i~hO re~~t aQ\ljce ,from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, compla'ililts~a]ldre~~IGiss of license for choosing to follow their own
co~ . :~~~, [!,aJ~~$JJi~. ~~Ingm~9 'P,8 , ,~r.VI§WP~~irns to~fiap~ theifpro.gramf!1ing. The First
fA. ';&I[lt pJfi'.' 1?I~fJ ,m~W! ',. . ".~~, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
,P!lIlJ.. , . r:~: a' r,e.J91c:lU$·, a'casfel!; lliR ' _".' .

" ..;, ~·1

.,.(~>:.. --' '. The,Fee .I'iIiIl:Jstinot turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
tights"to air time. Proposed public access requirements would d0 so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

~~it:,;~' (. ") ~:i' ,~.:: "..~.,~~..,FOC mllst:lJ.otfarce revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
~(rl~H .:: " ~.~•.~ '~es':er' _. Ijgjl~S pr~gramrning, is not properly dictated by any g?vernment agency - and
',,,,'r ~~:.r· ;.",l .. " .'", ... ri9r~n~~t1!eh t~lAgs as who produced what programs would Intrude on

'c ' a"y~prGte-ate'd edltorU:i1 chOices.

'~ ., 'i> .,~

~.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine.renewal applicatioFuplocessing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
rev.iew of certain classes of applieants by the Commis$loners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those wtia stay true to their cornscieAees and-present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

_a/9/08'Date ------ti!~----'llS'l'1jll!lU~~
Signature

~r ,- f "--=11~'~--- "2-4'40 2tst Rd
_Katherine Stange ~JJUJVlR'1 C@ ~"~ . ~.~ :.=~

Address
Name

(5) Many Christian broaJ:tcasters operate,oID"ti!1Jht bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Ke~pilil!1J the eledtfiicity fll:lwingl;is often a clirallenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sqlJleeze Riehe amd s'1!1aller mark~t broadcast~Fs, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
.st~,·gr~seJi1c.e wf;jerrev.ef'~ statio.rj lis 'on the air ~nd, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.

. ;; Ra,lsj~g}qa~ts wllh tllles'el'pio~osal$ wOl:IllHorce service cutl:lacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
'puli)li&ri1teJ!e~t. . '. ,

~\1 \~ 19l?O;/.
V\le,t1~ge' .the FCC not to adopt rules; procedures or policies discussed above. ~~ A ~~

, ~ 7 ~

~ MAR 2008
~ RiGelVE

(620) 278-2800 _
Phone



Re . ~,..I . - . , I

9fe~' ed & fnspeG!~"
TO: The Secretary, Federal Communications Commission MAl;'. 'lh..; '1 :
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Washington, DC 20554 Attn: Chief, Media Bureau Fcpcalr .. . '"\. .
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory I;loard proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share"their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of

. license.for choosing .to follow their. owo consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programmir.tg. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from
dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.
(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
fuas righf~.to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.
(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.
(4) The FCC must not establish a two~tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.
(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet. the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two
ways:

;1..

Phone

Date

Organization ill =an:.:.;y....) _
Title (if any) _

(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and,
--,-.(.n,bTYbyJurtMrr.eslr:lcting main studio location choices.

, ~ai$iQg costs with these proposals would force service qutbacks - and curta'
. "~orilt{iary to the pUblic interest..<
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemakinS.(tf)Re

~NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No.·04~233. '''A~ 182DDB
/' ...80,,; new FC,? rules. pQljcje~ Qr procedurss must not Violate First Amendment rights. A rfiiGil@-l0~ail R",~1 ~>,
~ proposals discussed In the NPRM, If enacted, would do so - and must not be ad,ggted. v,

(1) The FCC must not force radiQ stations, especially religious brQadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompa~ble viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC ml:lst not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even ifa religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impQsition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

'. : •• '/ .,). .': ... ~ ".' ,.., t !'. ,...... ' :'". •~ .. ' ~

... p~'. . ' \." , :. " \ .. _...., .
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(3) The FCC must not force revelation ofspecific editorial decision-making information. The choice
Qf programming, especially religious programming, is not properly .dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who pr9duced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices..

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by th~ Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their cQnsciences and present only the messages they
ceJ!T&SpaIld t~·the!r·.belie~ .co~ld face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{-5) Many' Christian br.oadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
-staff presence whenever a station is Qn the air and, (b) by further restricting main studiQ IQcation chQices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service 'cutbacks - and curtailed se.Nice is contrary to the
public interest. _.

We ~rge the FCC nott ,a~OVPtrules, edures or policie~ di,scus.sed a~~v~.

~~~~~~~"~~. . ~.{;;r
" . Date 1'1

;;,Y.-S~ S~£;,.{, ~~ 'FL
Address .• ' .-.3~~(

Name

,.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRMj, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

,
...~-~ CC?~~~ents. in Resp~mseto Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

MB"l)ootlrefNo. 04-233 '

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate Fjrst Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and .must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) Th~.FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes ofapplieants by th'e Commission~~s.themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadoasters. Those who stay true te lheir'oonsci'ences aAd present only the messages they
oorrespond to their ~eliefs oould face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising oosts in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed servioe is contrary to the
public interest.

~-d 42,,2/)0;(
Date }

Signature

I
Name

Title Of. any)

,C)rg~,ni.?"~Ji9n (if any)
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04·233. FCC r.·1 .~-
IVltAl! • "

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own'
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Date
Signature

2.80 6a/I7~rt.r chCl(',A trJ, LIJleI'jooL( 114/1045
Address

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

7/7-444-7/9/
Phone
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I submit the fOllowingcOrtl~ents in res,,;,onse to the Localisn1 Notice of Proposed RUlemakin~ Lthe;'N~m~m
released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04.;233. FCC 'VI~l

Any new FCC rules, policies or proc$dl!Jres mtl~{' rm;t \lil:ill1ite ,Fi~st Amendment rights. A number of proposals
discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do s1> - and friLl't not be adbpted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, es~eCiallY re~dlous broa'dd'asters, td take advice from people who do not share
their valtles. The NPRM's propose~ advisory/Jjioard proPfsalS would ,iTpose sueh,unconstitutional mandates. Religious
broadc~sters who resist advice fro/il1 those IiUh~ don't shal their value.s could fac@ increased harassment, complaints and
even ,less of Iicen~e for cho,os,ing to follC?w tl1~i~ own Ico~~ences, ra,t~~r than aU,oyving incompatible viewpoints to shape
their ~rog'ramming.- fl:l~ First.w~l:fndrnent ~hfiibits;90v.elj~ment, in~lifding the FOC, from dictating what viewpoints a '
broadcaster, particularly a religi0lJ~ broado~~f~r, must ~h!sent.

(2) The FCC must not turn everY radio statibi into a public forum ~hFre anyone~and everyone has rights to air time.
Proposed pUblic ~ccess requireijljJ~nts. VlO.I:i~~C1>;'~O -'ev~Ji if a religi~4s broadcaster conscien~io.usly objects to the

._ mess~g~. Th~Ylrst..&u,endm$Qt tO~Q,~I,QD -.Q~m~$...s'age"dehvelo/"mandates onany-rehglon.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of SpJCifiC editori~1 deCiSiOr:l:Jaking infbrmation. The choice of programming,
especially religious programming, is not propE!rly diotated by any gov~rnment agency - and proposals to force reporting on
such things as who proauced what programs would' ;intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be automatically barred
from routir:Je rrenewal appliGatioli~pFacessing. lhe Plieposed mandatory special renewal review of certain classes of
applicants by the C0mmissioners themselves woul,d amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to
their consoieJ!lces and present only the m'essagesthey correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many C~ristian broadcasters operate on tight I:>udgets, as do many smaller market secular stations. Keeping the
eJectricityflowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Cernmission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market
broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in. two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air
af.1c:f{~ljjtI:>Y'f\!!1jh'EWj~$.st~ic.ti,119 main studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service
cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the Rublic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM
n
), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC M&'il i~00m

Any new FCC rules, policie,s or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacte~,wOl!lld do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face inc~eased harassment, complaints aAd eveh Ibss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, ratherrtf:1an ,allowiAg incompatible vi~wpoints to shape 'their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, includingthe FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) Tf:1e FCC mustoAot tum every ra(:jio station.kl!Q fWWJ2!ic foru.m wbe.re ,~Dy..Q!le-and.everyone has
. ·--'"Figl7itS"t(:n:iirtii'i'fe7"P-ropos~"PD6"caccmssrequirEnh'ents would do so -even if a religious broadcaster

conscientiously objects to the m'essage. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) Tf:1e FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programmi'1g, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on SUch things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could, face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising casts with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public int~rest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RJfJm~iM~t"eRoom
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. l'he NPRM1s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss.of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allOWing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits governmeot, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirememts would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. . .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of Pfogrammi'1g, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to farce reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
autamatiGally.barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squ~eze niche and §maller market bJ;oadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staffpresence Whel1ever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would forcesel}f\ce cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC noNa adopt I1l!le~,<lpr~¢~~dfes OripQIi¢ies di$cussed above.
- .
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'The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Received & Inspected

MAR 18 Z008

FCC Mail Room

Media Bureau Chief,

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures
must not violate First Amendment rights - period! A number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if
enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. Please see the following: '

The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people
who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

• - I
tol .,

The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
9~,SC~T'1t!~u~ly ~~je~t~, to ,~he message. The ,First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery ,
mi3.IJ~~tes dr'i any"relJglon~'~
~ ",\Ii ':,'" , f.".I.!J ...

C> -' i.' ~hEFFCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
programming, espe,cially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
propo~als to force repbrting on such things as who produced wh,at programs would intrude on
c;:onstitutionally-protected editorial choices.

• I. ,,>.1;:.

The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
autoj11atiqally bar!.~d from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
r~view'0r ce!rtain·~la~sesh)t a~plio;;mfs-1iy the-'CommisSiclnl:lrs triemselves :.wo(Jl~amOunt to coercion of
reHQ,iqus brQadca--sters. tmose who stay tr.ue te-their Gonsciences and present only the messages they
cdrrEis~~n~ to th~ir,l~elief{) could face .!ong, expensive and p6teliltially ruinous renewal proceedings,

1... ... . . \...... ~r:O,,)!lt~ Mu ~ : • " ;,.. ~~~, I :r- l.'"' 7 .oI'~r(1J. :-'.; j~ r~"'1:i ~ , • • ,~. (,

, ": . 'LC\stly, many Ct.ir-istian 6r¢iadcasters operate on tight bUQ!1lets; as db'many smaller market secular
stations. KeepiAllf theeleetricity fIG/wing 'is often a challenge. Yet, .the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller marke.~obroadcasters, by sUbstantially raising costs iri two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a'station,is on the air and, (b) by further restricting-main studio location choices.
.Raising ,co~ts witp tbes~ p'rop'osal~ would force service cutback~ - and curtailed service is contrary to the
puolib ir'fte'rest. ~ ,J_, t~ C':f1; For j'Y" I ; ,J ''', .,~. ': r;";';;l'::'~h\ r • I 0<' tU. ,.;<":, _
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I submit the following c«;>mments in response to the Localism Notice of proposed\RQ~~~I(MEr " '1
"NPRMn

), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do,so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force r~..dio stations, especially reli,gious broadcasters, to take advice from
pepple ~h~ do not.sh~Fe t~eir Ilal\.l.~s. 'The NPr~~'~'r.ro~~~e~~~'ilis~ry board proposals would impose.such
uncpnstltt:ltlonal mandfjtes. R .$l-broadcas.t~~'Wtlp.·r§sl,st!a~vl~e;from those who don't share their
NalliJes;couldface illcircess.ed·h mellt, cornPI~irits:andeveit loss of license for choosing to follow their own
~lJJ'lSciences, ratl\~r,~t:\·~llow"g \l\\cq!np~tibll3:'{ieWP'eints to shape their programmif\g. The First
A6t~'1I~mernt:plie/iii~jt~g$\(eFnme.f1ti'hic!C1dir:lg;the FCC,' from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partic\illarly a.religiousibroadcaSter, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station ,into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pu~lic acce.ss reclI:lirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientious\y objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impos~ioJ1 of me§sage de\tvery .
maAdates'ol'l-anY~Fi1!Ji9,ion: .. . - .

(3), ~I:te FGql~1~t,no~~~~:rei(ela~~!il!9~I~g~Fifi~.egJtGlji.~1 ~e,~isiQn~,making information. The choice
ofprogramming, espel::Ii;l111l rehglo.~s p[a9rarrJ,[llllilgf!s~nat propef:ly dl.C!:ated by any government agency - and
pr .als to_~€rce t~p-o.t\iri9 onWeR tll1ngs as wh.b produced what programs would intrude on
co ~ tl;ltionSlly-proteCfed 'editori~1 choices. '

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of app\icants:by the Commissioners themselves womd amount to c~ercion of
religious broadcasters. Tl:tose who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face lon9, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters op~rate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presencewhenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public intetest. .

We urge the FCC not to adopt r<l!lles, procedures or policies discussed above.

Dar' I

"-: .

Sighature

~O'~ Dherre>
Name'
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FCC M~i\ Reom
'I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM\ ·if etilactedl would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The F9C ml.!~t not fpree ragio s~tions, especiall~ religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who qo nottl:\Ii!~r.e tl<leir values. The N~RM's"proposed}advisQry board proposals would impose such
uncQn$titutiotl~I'm tes.. Religiol:lsbroad~stel"$ wha resist aq.vi$e from those Who don't share their
v~e~~Gp~I~~~.- ' . .,!;. ;::e~t, q?rnpl~i~lS a~d~eve~"less.af~li~ehse forrch.oasiAg to f?lIoW their own
con!fcu~!;'.Ge$;}.a ..' , a ,.e~)(np~bTe VIf:;wpolnts to ~hap;e !heir pro.graml~'\lng. The First
Ameljltlment pliohl~lts'go~v:ern ,Inclll/ding tbe FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a'religious broadcaster, must present.

.(3) T~e Fe not,fatce reelatio:~ of sp~ifjQ edi\91ii~_decision-making information. The choice
,~f~9 - " 'Ii . ,~h1'miQgi -is nobpli0p,erly diefated by any government agency - and

pliQPcl n s,)J thi1ilgS' as Who produced What programs would iri\rude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC ml:tst not e.stablish a two·ti~red renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically,barred from.rol:Jtinellienewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
'{eV1'~ Qf Ge~in d~sse.~l1jf·~PpUt:ants,by the Commissioners thems~\veswould ~mr:.Junt to coercion of
reli9!ous bro.a~castef.s. "lli1.Qse who stay true to their consciences and present ortl1t the messages they
coriespoAd to~fheit'beJiefs could face long, e;lCpensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing-iS often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and-smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in\Response to Localism~Notic-eof Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed ROre'rG1I!l~9lUhQoom
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from ,
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public'forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
propbsals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal,
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true:to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whene~~r,'9station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising CQ§>ts with ,th'Else 'f:!rbposals woultl force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Conurients in Response to LgGc(lism' Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MBDocket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemak~~%h18 2008
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do' not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a'Public ferllm where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
rf;lview of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
reljgiQusJ;)roadcasters. Those who·stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
coirespond-to·their..,beliefs-could -face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight-bud'gets, as do many smaller market secular
$tations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence-whenever-a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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J submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the ,

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC r\':~:J ;:\:";)
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't"share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radiostatioIT into a pUblic forum Where anyone-anti everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. ,

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
,~elj!iljo4~.bfq~~cast.ers. lhose who stay true to their consciences and present only the, messages they
'Corre-spondt(rth-eir'b1!li.eiirCOUld"face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller 'market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by;substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUle~bkfrig~(fti~; :.
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose sL,lCh
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights,to air time. Proposed pUblic accessTequirements would dO so ...;even ifa religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising' costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtaited service is contrary to the
public interest. ,

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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FCC Mail Room

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propos~dRUlemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MS, Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

.'

(1) T~e FCC mu~t not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
.' p~..@p~e ~h~'~2;:~_ot~'h~Fetheir v~l~es. ''the N~RM's_.propose~ ad~i~?ry board proposals would impose.such
l1ne~n$.tl~tIP!iJ~H;n~l!Iq~te.s.. R~'lglous broadl!!a~ter,s who reslstathtlce from those who don't share their

, Yal.\:,I~s Cl;l.Ij\cl ;f~~e incf~ased ha~assment, cOp71p~ints and even less of license for choosing to follow their own
: 9~i~ci~,~~eS\~~~h~t:~t!lan~lIowi~g i~c6mp.ati~l~ vi~wpoints to ~hap.e their pro.gram'!1ing. The First
~r:tiJ.emilm!j),ntmJiphJ~Jts"g9~~rnm~nt, Includlng,lthe FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
~articularly a i'eligJousbroadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster

-- ,-~'?jjlw~~,0~JiW,~),~~~If.ie-iij~~~@~:.--r;h~)if-1f~sf,AlilileDqlilil~)iltijf.'OF/5idsrmlil.0sitiqn dfmessage-delivery
malil€lates"'QIiI~any' r,~hgllo.n. . . ,

,'~ IiliIUS~ noUorlae revelation of specific eGlitorial decision-making information. The choice
~l~.te«~Jo~s p;~ogta"mh1ir;lg, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
,e~0iiif\gloril;uch things as who produced what programs would intrude on

ana y-protebled>,eclitor.ial, choices.

(4). The FC,C must not'establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
a~!~ifu:itlG~alJM.barred from roiJtirile·renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal

,re~'!:lW br-baMain _Gl'a-~s'es 'of apRJicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious-broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
cqtlie&Pernd.:tclHheir,beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.
• ._"'b ~. • •• ,_ co'__ .. ". or • _ , • •• ~

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often' a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sqweeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed ~@)@~~i~~tProo

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. m

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take 'advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
revi~w of ceJ;l:ain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious.broadcasters. Tho$e who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed In the NPRM. if enacted, would do 80 - and must not be adopted.

I submltthe following comments in response to the localism Notice of Proposed RulemilMt!g (~ 2008
"NPRM1. released Jan. 24. 2008. in MB Docket No. 04-233.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations. especially religious broadcasters. to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face Increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences. rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, incfuding the FCC. from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster.
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio st8tion into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message deliVery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of speclflc editorial decislon-making information. The choice
of programming. especially religious programming. is not property dtc:tated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of app'!icants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive~~~11y ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeplng tile electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yel, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters. by subltantiaUy raising cost8ln two ways: (a) by reqliring
staff presence whenever 8 station is on the air and. (b) 6y"fiirtt'iii' restnCtliig main sttRilo location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

: -'t.
we urge the FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or policies discuSsEKfibOVi:
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 MA 182006

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed flO e a~'ng tthe
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. • ./; 0m

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do ~o - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religiOtJs-broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objeets-te tAe-r-nessa9e-:--T-he--F-~rst Amendment forbidsJrnposition of message delive.r:y
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establishatw.o-iier-ed renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount-tQ coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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